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Dear Sir 

CC Docket No. 02-6, Reyucst tor Review 

This i s  ;I request for review of Schools and Libraries Division (“SLD”) of  the Universal 
Service Adminislrative Company (“USAC”) denial of our appeal dated August 21, 2003. In 
oui- assessment, instead of addressing the issues identified i n  our appeal filed August 21, 
2003 (“Second Appeal”), thc SLD, in their denial letter dated October 28, 2003 reached 
back and reversed their oiiginal decision to approve (letter dated January, 21, 2002) our 
appeal filed October 8, 2001 (“First Appeal”) We are requesting a review o f  this reversal 
by the SLD and request that our Second Appeal be approved. 

The I’ollowing provides some facts and summarizes the process we have been through to get 
our Year 4 (funding July 1 ,  2001 to June 30, 2002) approved. 

Some Application Related Facts 

I Applicant Technology Information and Educational Services (TIES) 
2 Entity Number 133.56.5 
3 Applicalion Number 262.586 
4 Funding Requests #s 90325.5,9036.58,903661, and 903663 
i Funding Year 

Summary of Events Throueh First Appeal and Application Approval 

I 
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July I ,  2001 - June  30, 2002 (Also referred to as Year 4) 

TLES filed Form 471 application for the Funding Year 4 according to SLD’s 
guidelines and within the fi l ing window. 
Few rnonlhs after the filing o f  the application TIES relocated to a different address. 
Having not heard f rom the SLD on our application, TIES inquired about the status 
and was informed in lale September, 2001 that i t  was rejected. Upon investigating 
we found out that the rejection letter was routed incorrectly (as a result o f  our move) 



and that our applicaLioii w a s  ie jectcd because the signature on the application foim 
\viis not ui-iginal We dctci mined that the original signature sheet was filed and the 
copy submitted iiistcad 
We decided to appeal the rejection to  SLD Attachment A i s  our appeal letter and 
iefei-led t i l  as Fiist Appeal In the appeal w e  indicated that 

TIES has been iinahle to tile its appeal within thirty days because of  the facility 
niove and drl i iy in finding uut about the rejection 
TIES attachcd the copy o f  the signature instead of  the original signatu1.e due to 
our rush to get the application i n  the mail 
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The SLD approbed o i i i  appeal foi- Data Entiy in their lettei dated Januaiy 21, 2002 
(See Attachment B) iind infoi.med that oui application will be processed 
TIES piovided SLD OLII. new addi-ess 
Thrie w;u request hi  suppoiting data fiom the SLD which was provided Frequent 
inquiries elicited the icspiinse fi.om the SLD that the application was in process 
We became awaie Lhat oui- application was approved from SLD's web page and 
tiom a voice mail on M a c h  25, 2003 fi.om John Pemak (PIA Southeast Region) at 
SLD This knowledge of' approval was made well after services foi Year 4 was 
obtained and paid foi- by TIES We never received n Funding Commitment Letfer. 
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Suininarv of' Events al ter  Anplication Approval and Throueh Second Anpeal 

We used the Sl. l) 's seincli function on the web page to obtain detail infoimation on 
the funding foi use i n  filing the BEAR Forms (Note We did not file Form 486 not 
knowing whethei \cc iiccded to do so for services that had already been i-endei-ed the 
picviouy yeai - , ipp iova l  was provided in first quartel of 2003 for sei'vices ending 
on June 30, 2002) 
Aiici. tiling the R E A R  Form? we waited Llpon inquiring about the status of oui- 
BEAK Foiins w e  wcic told that i t  was i n  pi'ocess Not once were we told th;it the 
SLD w a b  waiting fbi Fnnn 486 
Finally w e  WCK told oii ~ ~ t i i .  last inquiry that the BEAR Fonns were cancelled due to 
n o  Foim 486 Wc w e i e  told by the Customer Seivice representative of SLD that wc 
should a \ k  foi- i i i \ o i c e  deadline extensicin and go ahead and file Foi-m 486 
We iequested hi ,111 iii\oi~r r';tensioii to SLD via email and filed Form 486 
\Ye i icvci. i.ecei\cd m y  iw,ponse tu o u r  ieclurst foi extending the invoice deadline 
We i cce i \ 'ed ii Fcvm 486 notification lettei- dated August 13, 2003 'This w a s  the 
_ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~  Iettei- w c  ~ ~ c c c i ~ c i l  ;it ( 1 u i  Iicw addle= The lettei changed the seivice stait date and 
teducrd tlir fuiidiiig cur i i i i i i t i i ie i i t  aniouiit to m o  
W e  filed ai a p l i u  10 tlic SLI) on August 21, 2003 (See Attxhment C) 
Wc ricvci. i e i r i \ w d  : in ;iLkii[i\\~ledgeiiieiit lettei fiom the S1-D that they had i eceived 
UUI iippcal Filisiiarcd mi riot knowing liow wc could get ouI  appeal status, w e  
sol I C  iicd a \ \  I ~i t ii t i  c e h i  iii S e i i r i t  o r  Day1 o n 's office 
\Yi th in  34 IILILIIS aftri ti L ~ I I  from MI Bob Hall. Senator Dayton's staff 
i e p i ' c \ e n t a ~ i ~ e .  Io Cli~ John N o l a n .  w e  wciw notitied [hat the SLD had icjected OLII 

~i~)l3'?Ll l  Lve i C c e l \ e d  ( I  lettel. dated OCtobel 28. 2003 finm the SLD l ' ~ J ~ l ~ l l i g  0111 

;IppcLll (Scc Att 'rcl lniellI I,) 



The i'eason foi i'ejection completely suipi.ised us1 The SLD asseited that the First Appeal 
shutild have neve1 been iippio\,ed because i t  was filed 71 days aftei- the application rejection 
date ol~7/31/Z001 

111 wi' original appeal. we had indicated that we weie outside the 30 day window because 
the iejcction lettei. was not received by us untrl aftel the wmdow had expired This was 
hrc:ruse we had relocated and the lelter wa sent to the old addi.ess The SLD approved that 
appeal having the knowlzdge that we weie appealing outside the 30 day window 

Based on the oi.iginal approval, TIES has i n  good faith followed through the piocess and 
icqtiest foi- suppoiting documentatioii finm SLD Despite the fact that we had not received 
the firriding commitment lettei, we obtained information fi.om SLD's web site and filed 
REAR Foinx Fi-equeiit inquii'ies about BEAR Foim status did not elicit any information 
fiom SLD that we needed to file Form 486 (even though the year foi- which funding was 
requested had gone b y )  until it was too late OuI iequest for invoice extension went 
uiiiinswei ed 

Based on the above fact5, TIES requests a i'eview of the SLD's decision and asks that the 
FCC r e v e i w  SLD's denial of oui. appeal and approve funding for Year 4 with appropi'iate 
datc c x t e n s i ~ n  to allow us to reasonably comply with any forms that need to be filed 

We look foi-waid to heating fi-om youi office with n favorable response Should you have 
any question, please feel fiee tn contact me at 651-999-6010 or email me at 
wlijtci:@t!es~k 12 mn us 

Sincei ely. 

Lee WhitLi-aft 
Co-ExeLutive DII ector 

C C  

Attachinciit A ~ Oiigin;il Appeal Oated Octobei 8, 2001 
-\tt;ichment R ~ Appe;il Appioval dilted Januai-y 21. 2002 
411,icliment C - Second Appe;rl dated August 21, 2003 
Attachment D ~ Appeal Rejected letter dated Octobel 28 ,  2003 

Bob Hall. Senatoi Mal-k Dayton's staff 


